A great advantage in publishing in a journal is that good journals have a process of critical review. The editor chooses two or more international experts in the specific area of your paper who meticulously go over the paper, make written detailed criticisms of the manuscript, and make one of three recommendations: accept for publication as is (5%), reject (50%), or return to author for revision with advice (45%). Any manuscript can be improved (even this Editorial, which has gone through five revisions with the help of nine critics). I have found that our very good authors appreciate the help and suggestions provided by reviewers just as much as the average author, and in some cases even more. You will find very few editors of major journals who routinely accept/reject all or a majority of manuscripts. Such an editor is not doing the job. Now, to the matter of actually writing the article. There are a number of categories of ar ticles, such as basic laboratory research, applied (clinical bearing) laboratory research, retro spective case analysis research, prospective clinical trials, and review articles. The following will as a rule apply to all the foregoing except the pure review article.
The article generally should be divided into seven clear sections, each with its specific pur pose and containing only the material specific to it. There should be little cross-information among sections, because this leads to confusion engendered by fuzzy thinking. They are 1) Abstract, 2) Introduction, 3) Materials and Methods, 4) Results, 5) Discussion, 6) Conclusions, and 7) Summary.
1. Abstract. This is a single paragraph that leads the article. It states in a few sentences the purpose (intent) of the article, briefly how it was carried out, the key findings of the study, and the conclusions reached. No references are used, and no prior work is mentioned in the abstract (unless it is key to the sense of the article, eg, a refutation).
2. Introduction. The Introduction includes a statement as to the reason(s) you did the study (confusion in the field, significant differences between your data and others', an advance in technique or analysis or result, etc), how your results bring new light to the problem (why the reader should be interested in what you are saying), and what you are going to prove (demon strate, improve upon, extend, refute, etc), and why it is important to do so. The work of others should be pointed out extensively in this section by references. This will indicate the work done to date so readers are aware that your work is current. References should not be exhaustive as in a master's thesis or doctoral dissertation; only key references should be noted and number usual ly one or two dozen.
here. Data units are defined appropriately and referenced. In research articles it is important to include details that enable other investigators to replicate your study (strains of animals used with age or weight, lesioning methods, methods and instrumentation used in data collection, etc). The outcome data (results) can appear here, or in the Results section, depending upon the type of paper and the flow of the argument, but generally as a separate section.
4.
Results. This section is, of course, the heart of the article. It is the reason for seeking publication. It thus must be able totally to withstand scientific scrutiny, and not simply be descriptive like the Materials and Methods section. The "n" must be significant; exclusions, if any, justified and cited; the controls adequately set up and sound; and ρ values distinguishing them significant. Appropriate tables must be set up, and by that I mean those necessary to docu ment a point made in the text. Those points adequately made in the text need no tables. Here will appear experimental illustrations documenting findings, with findings clearly pointed out by arrows or labels, and crisp, concise legends. 5. Discussion. In the Discussion a restatement of the problem defined in the Introduction is made, the appropriateness of the experimental approach as put forth in the Materials and Methods is explained, and the hypothesis stated in the Introduction is identified as supported qualitatively and quantitatively (that is, statistically) by the results. In this section it is impor tant in most types of papers to iterate the significance of the work performed, unless it is ob vious. It is also permissible to speculate on the impact of your findings, wherever it may be ap propriate.
6. Conclusions. In this section, which is seldom more than a paragraph, a statement as to what you believe you have proven or demonstrated is made. Conceptualizations and not data are appropriate to this section. Also, a part of this section is a statement as to what further work is indicated to provide further definition of the problem, and what importance there is in doing so.
7. Summary. This is the least necessary section of the group, and should be used only if a strong final statement seems needed, such as when the work presented strongly supports prior work in a controversial area, or clearly refutes prior work that has been accepted generally. Now that the science of your scientific paper has been demonstrated, let us address the mechanics.
Each journal has a specific format in which manuscripts must be submitted. It varies somewhat from one journal to another, but the manuscript will not be accepted for review unless all the requirements are met. To find these, pick up an issue of the journal to which you wish to submit a manuscript and look for the page entitled "Instructions to Authors." This page may be printed in alternate issues, so look in another if it is not in the one at hand. Follow these instructions to the letter.
If you are not fluent in idiomatic English and you submit to a journal published in English, have your manuscript read and corrected by a physician or basic scientist who is fluent in the language. An editor may decide that a manuscript is not ready to be sent out for review because the English is such that the meaning of the author is not clear.
Finally, a word about your response to your critics (critic: Greek krites, a judge, discerner). Reviewers are, first, judges (yes/no), and second, helpers. My experience is that a new manuscript has a greater chance of acquiring the latter role than the former. That means your article will be accepted if appropriately revised. Your response to advice for revision should be to consider each point raised very carefully, revise according to the reviewers' comments, and, in response to points with which you cannot agree, defend adequately the position you took (the reviewer may then agree with you). Ignoring criticism almost always will result in further delay (rereview) or outright rejection.
Godspeed, and remember that our journals are not only for academicians but for all those who have a message. " " , " " , Brian F. McCabe, MD, Editor
